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EPA Report on the Leaching Behavior of AGREMAX

EPA-600/R-12/724; December 2012



AES Comments/Concerns:  



The comments of AES (letter of Jan 10, 2013) on EPA’s assessment of Agremax  make two basic arguments:  1)  EPA’s reference concentrations are inappropriate; and  2)  the LEAF leach test results were used in a screening assessment that is not adequately site-specific.  



Other objectoins they make are that it is inappropriate to use the LEAF methods because they are new and have not been used in regulatory or enforcement contexts.  They argue that “long-validated” leach test methods such as TCLP or SPLP should be used instead.



Response:   While TCLP and SLPL are both long established tests, they do not represent the best science regarding the leaching assessemnt potential of Agremax in a reuse-like setting.   TCLP was developed for assessing the leaching potential of materails disposed or potentiall disposed in an MSW landfill.  Its buffered pH 5 acetic acid leaching solution, while reflective of MSW codisposal conditions, does not reflect the land application conditions for Agrremax.  Neither EPA nor AES anticipate that Agremax will be exposed to pH 5 leaching conditions, and there is no plausible source for the acetic acid used in TCLP.  Both TCLP and SPLP are single point screening leach tests, and so can only ever provide a screeining assessmnet.  Also both tsets focus on initial leachate properties, not final leaching conditons, and do not compare final test conditons with plausible field conditions, so there is no attempt to validate the resulsts against plausible field conditons .



[bookmark: _GoBack]While new, the LEAF methods have been used by EPA in an extensive study of CCR leaching potential, have been reviewed through a consultation with EPA’s Science Advisory Board (SAB), and developed though extensive research published in xx scientific journal articles.    They have been through precison validation testing and the subject of a field validaotn study.    The two parameters varied in the two LEAF tests used (pH in 1313 and the L/S ratio in 1316) both vary in the environment and stronglyh influence the leaching potentital, particularlry for many of the metals that are waste consituent of concern (COCs).   





AES also argues that the LEAF methods have been misused in this instance because not all test resuslt we included in the assesment, and that EPA has not determined whether the data are representative of, or calibrated to field conditions for Agremax use.



Response:  Turns Colombia Fallsa Alum on its head







Regarding AES’ first concern, they argue that drinking water MCLs are the more appropriate reference concentrations for comparison.  

· The basic argument for this view is that drinking water delivered for human consumption may contain COCs  at concentrations up to the MCL values.

· The basic argument against this view is that use of waste materials should not be allowed to result in “dirtying-up” groundwater to the MCL values, which are based in part on the availability and cost of drinking water treatment technology nationally.











In expressing their second concern, AES identifies several aspects of the assessment to which they object, and which can be summarized as making the assessment too generic and not site specific (although they do not argue it in exactly this way).  AES makes the following assertions in their comments:  

· In the column test (which uses DI water) the pH remained between 10 and 11, narrower than the pH range of 6.5-11.5 used for the data selected for comparison with the reference values.   They argue the pH6.5-11.5 range is unrealistic.

· The report does not do groundwater fate and transport modeling , which would include  the dilution/attenuation that would occur before an actual exposure.

· The report compares only the maximum leach test results with the reference values, and not the full range of results.  

· The report selects test results from the low liquid/solid ratio data, which they believe biases the results high.



AES provides their own calculation based on the LEAF data and incorporating all their own comments as they believe the Agency should, and arrive at ratios that are almost uniformly less than 1.









